A Taxonomy of Quality Standard Adoption: Its Relationship with Quality Management and Performance in Tourism Organizations In Spain by Tarí, Juan José et al.
JOURNAL OF TOURISM AND SERVICES 




A Taxonomy of Quality Standard Adoption: Its Relationship with Quality 
Management and Performance in Tourism Organizations In Spain 
 
 
Juan José Tarí 
Business Management Department, University of Alicante, Alicante, Spain  
Jorge Pereira-Moliner 
Business Management Department, University of Alicante, Alicante, Spain  
José F. Molina-Azorín 
Business Management Department, University of Alicante, Alicante, Spain  
María D. López-Gamero  
Business Management Department, University of Alicante, Alicante, Spain  
 




This work aims to identify quality standard adoption levels and their relationship with quality 
management practices and performance (customer, employee and social results, and organizational 
performance) in tourism organizations in Spain. This work uses 279 tourism organizations in the 
following subsectors: hotels, travel agencies, restaurants, and rural accommodations. The work applies 
cluster and regression analyses. Results show three levels of adoption and a lower degree of development 
of the continuous improvement dimension. Organizations with a significantly lower level of development 
of the quality standard have started to integrate the quality requirements in their daily practices to some 
extent and where continuous improvement practices are little developed. These organizations have 
significantly lower results than those organizations with higher adoption of quality. The results also 
indicate that a greater level of adoption of a quality standard leads to a higher development of QM 
practices. These results are interesting for managers, destination managers, and the wider tourism 
professional community. It contributes to supplementing previous studies about taxonomies of quality 
standard adoption in the particular case of tourism organizations in Spain and may serve as a starting 
point for further research on that topic. 
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Prior research shows that organizations can carry out a full or a superficial adoption of quality 
standards (Naveh & Marcus, 2005; Prajogo, 2011) and that the effects of quality initiatives on 
performance are mixed (Carmona-Márquez, Leal-Rodríguez, Leal-Millán, & Vázquez-Sánchez, 2019; 
Dobrovič, Kmeco, Gallo, & Gallo, 2019; Samson & Terziovski, 1999; Sila & Walczak 2017). These ideas 
suggest that it is interesting to understand when a quality standard may be effective. i.e., it may facilitate 
the creation of a quality and performance improvement culture.  
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Existing quality standard studies mostly consider a homogeneous adoption of the standard, 
measuring it as a binary variable (certified and non-certified firms) (Benner & Veloso, 2008; Martínez-
Martínez, Cegarra-Navarro, García-Pérez, 2018; Sánchez-Ollero, García-Pozo, & Marchante-Mera, 2014; 
Sharma, 2005). A few studies have a wider scope and consider a heterogeneous adoption, using a set of 
items instead of binary variables (Ataseven, Prajogo, & Nair, 2014; Briscoe, Fawcett, & Todd, 2005; Jang 
& Lin, 2008; Nair & Prajogo, 2009; Naveh & Marcus, 2005). Although homogeneous adoption studies 
are important to understand the quality standards, their drivers and outcomes, only those studies on 
heterogeneous adoption can really measure various degrees of adoption of a quality standard, and thus 
measure the relationship between adoption levels of a quality standard and quality management (QM) 
practices and performance. Being familiar with a taxonomy of adoption of a quality standard is interesting 
for managers to identify strengths and weaknesses and, in this way, identify how to advance in the level 
of adoption to increase their quality commitment and improve performance. Subsequently, managers can 
carry out a diagnosis of their quality commitment and business processes for improvement (Garza-Reyes, 
2018). 
Only a few studies identify a taxonomy of quality standard adoptions (Boiral, 2003; Boiral & Roy, 
2007). More works are needed to examine this issue considering other quality standards (e.g., other than 
the ISO 9001 standard) and other contexts (e.g., outside the manufacturing sector) (Heras-Saizarbitoria 
& Boiral, 2013). There is a lack of studies that identify a taxonomy of adoption of a quality standard in 
the case of quality standards other than the ISO 9001 standard and its relationship with QM practices 
and performance in service organizations. 
This work focuses on the heterogeneous adoption of a specific quality standard for the tourism 
industry to address this gap. The aim of this paper is to identify a taxonomy of adoption of quality 
standards and its association with QM practices and performance. On this basis, this work contributes 
to previous literature in the following aspects. First, very few works identify empirically the levels of 
quality standard adoption. These few studies focus on the ISO 9001 standard (Boiral, 2003; Boiral & Roy, 
2007). The present study deals with a specific quality standard for the tourism industry; on the basis of 
these levels of adoption, their association with QM practices and performance is examined. This expands 
the results by Boiral (2003) and Boiral and Roy (2007) by identifying not only the levels of adoption of a 
specific standard in the tourist sector, but also pointing out its connection with QM and performance by 
showing differences by sectors. Second, the previous studies about heterogeneous adoption of quality 
standards concentrate mainly on manufacturing organizations and less attention is paid to the service 
sector and the case of the tourism industry. The present work focuses on the tourism industry in Spain, 
a critical sector in its economy. The World Economic Forum has described Spain as the most competitive 
country in the tourist sector in 2018. Tourism generates 11.1% of GDP and 13% of jobs in Spain (OECD, 
2019). In addition, Spain ranks world’s second by international tourist arrivals and by tourism receipts in 
2017 (UNWTO, 2018). 
 
 
2. Literature review 
 
In the present paper, the levels of quality standard adoption are the different degrees of 
implementation of the quality standard requirements. An organization can adopt the requirements of any 
quality standard in different ways. The literature suggests a basic or advanced adoption (Cai & Jun, 2008; 
Naveh & Marcus, 2005) and uses one or two dimensions including different items to measure that 
adoption. In the present paper, two dimensions are used based on this prior research: daily practices and 
continuous improvement. Quality management is a management philosophy and a set of practices for 
managing an organization (Dale, Van der Wiele, & Van Iwaarden, 2007). The most common QM 
practices are: leadership, planning, customer/stakeholder focus, supplier relationships, process 
management, data analysis, and employee management (Molina, Tarí, Claver, & López, 2009; Kim, 
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Kumar, & Kumar, 2012). These are considered to measure QM practices. Regarding performance, prior 
research and business excellence models show that quality may influence positively on customer, 
employee and social results, and organizational performance (Bou-Llusar, Escrig-Tena, Roca-Puig, & 
Beltrán-Martín, 2009; EFQM, 2012). These four results are considered in the present paper. 
 
 
2.1. Levels of adoption and performance 
 
In the QM field in general, several scholars identify different levels of implementation of QM and 
show that organizations with a higher level of development of QM practices achieve higher levels of 
performance in relation to customers, employees, efficiency and business (Lee, To, & Yu, 2009; Yeung, 
Chan, & Lee, 2003; Garza-Reyes, 2018). 
Regarding levels of adoption of quality standards, Boiral (2003) and Boiral and Roy (2007) 
distinguish different degrees of adoption of the ISO 9001 standard. Boiral (2003) identifies three levels 
from a qualitative study: enthusiasts, ceremonial integrators and dissidents. The group with the highest 
level (enthusiasts) includes organizations with an ordered management system, where work practices 
comply with formally defined rules. In this case, the quality standard is part of the work routines. In the 
ceremonial integrators group, the implementation may be a more token one. The lowest level (dissidents) 
is made up of organizations which believe that the system is useless and show a resistance to change. 
They view the system as an instrument of control imposed by the management. The result is that the 
benefits are much less than those obtained by enthusiasts. 
Boiral and Roy (2007) identify four groups in the adoption of the ISO 9001 standard on the basis 
of the reasons for certification, and establish the connection with results from a quantitative study: 
enthusiasts, integrators, ritual integrators and dissidents. The enthusiasts include organizations concerned 
about both internal and external reasons for the obtention of the quality certificate, and are those most 
convinced about the benefits of adopting the standard. These organizations will encounter fewer 
problems when implementing a quality standard and will obtain great benefits. The ritual integrators 
consider that the adoption of the standard is justified due to commercial reasons, even if its usefulness 
as a management tool is questionable. This lower interest in internal aspects leads to fewer benefits. Those 
organizations classified as integrators believe that internal reasons are more important than external ones, 
and this may lead them to encounter fewer problems in implementation and obtain greater benefits. The 
dissidents (the group with the lowest commitment to the standard) show little concern for internal and 
external reasons for certification, and adopt the standard in a token way, as they believe it is a source of 
bureaucracy and, therefore, its benefits are poor. Also, this group will have more problems to adopt other 
working methods which differ from those already in place.  
These two works identify a level with a greater development (enthusiasts), another one with a 
poor development of the quality standard (dissidents) and an intermediate level (which Boiral & Roy, in 
turn, divide into two levels). According to these ideas, a higher development of the requirements of a 
quality standard may lead to better results. For example, the studies about heterogeneous adoption of 
quality standards show that a greater development of the ISO 9001 standard requirements (e.g., training, 
customer focus, supplier focus …) leads to improved customer results and employee results (Allur, 
Heras-Saizarbitoria, & Casadesús, 2014; Ataseven et al., 2014; Bello-Pintado, Heras-Saizarbitoria, & 
Merino-Díaz-de-Cerio, 2018; Cai & Jun, 2018; Naveh & Marcus, 2005; Psomas, Kafetzopoulos, & 
Fotopoulos, 2013). For example, in the service sector, higher training, employee involvement, a more 
efficient use of customer data, and cooperation with the entire supply chain, make it possible to introduce 
improvements in the service (Clarke & Hill, 2012; Hsieh & Chuang, 2019). Similarly, in the case of the 
tourism industry, quality initiatives can also lead to positive impacts on employee results and customer 
results (Benavides-Velasco, Quintana-García, & Marchante-Lara, 2014; Del Río-Rama, Álvarez-García, 
& Oliveira, 2019; Kalemba & Campa-Planas, 2017).  
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In addition to the effects on customers and employees, some scholars show that quality standards 
affect other interest groups, such as, for instance, authorities (Posinska, Dahlgaard, & Antoni, 2002), 
while other scholars state that quality initiatives have no impact on social results (Benavides-Velasco et 
al., 2014). In spite of these mixed results, in general terms, various works indicate that quality facilitates 
environmental (Curkovic, 2003) and social initiatives (Withanachchi, Handa, Karandagoda, Pathirage, 
Tennakoon, & Pullaperuma, 2007), and therefore it could be considered that tourism organizations with 
a higher adoption of the quality standard may obtain better social results.  
Prior research also shows that QM in general, and the quality standard in particular (Bou-Llusar 
et al., 2009; Nair & Prajogo, 2009; Carmona-Márquez et al., 2019; Psomas, Pantouvakis, & 
Kafetzopoulos, 2013) may have positive effects on organizational performance. This seems to indicate 
that organizations with higher levels of adoption of a quality standard are organizations with better 
organizational performance. All these ideas suggest that different levels of adoption of a quality standard 
can exist and that these different levels may be associated to different results (customer results, employee 
results, social results, and organizational performance): 
Hypothesis 1: Tourism organizations that adopt the quality standard to a higher extent show 
significantly higher performance levels (customer, people, society and organizational). 
 
 
2.2. Levels of adoption and quality management practices 
 
Previous studies show that organizations with a higher commitment to a quality culture find it 
easier to adopt the requirements of a quality standard (Briscoe et al., 2005). One of the reasons, for 
instance, is that a quality culture causes the employees to be better trained, and training can facilitate the 
adoption of quality standards (Naveh & Marcus, 2005). This means that QM can be a driver of quality 
standards. Nevertheless, the reverse association can also be possible. When an organization adopts a 
quality standard it usually defines its quality policy and objectives, offers training to employees, analyses 
customer feedback, improves its supplier relationships, etc. (Singh, 2008), in order to comply with the 
requirements of the quality standard. This compliance with the requirements may be a way of developing 
QM practices. In turn, this indicates that quality standards can be also an antecedent of QM practices. 
However, organizations may adopt the standard in a different way, and its benefits may also be different, 
and even, as some studies have suggested, there may be no benefits at all. For example, an organization 
may adopt a quality standard without achieving clear benefits and have bureaucracy problems (Boiral, 
2003). 
In this respect, the studies by Boiral (2003) and Boiral and Roy (2007) show that a higher 
development of the quality standard implies greater benefits and fewer human bureaucracy problems. 
This means that the employees believe in the requirements of the standard and are more proactive in 
their application to daily tasks, which leads to a more efficient development of QM practices. The 
following hypothesis can then be suggested for tourism organizations: 
Hypothesis 2: A heterogeneous adoption of a quality standard explains significantly QM 






3.1. Population and sample 
 
The population considered is the 725 firms certified with the Q tourist quality standard of the 
Spanish Institute for Tourism Quality (ICTE) of the following subsectors: hotels, travel agencies, 
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restaurants and rural accommodations. A structured questionnaire that includes closed questions was 
sent to these 725 organizations in three waves, by ordinary post and e-mail simultaneously, with 279 
answers by the quality manager (see Table 1). 
 
Table 1. Absolute and relative frequency of each subsector (sample and population) 
 
Subsector Sample (% Frequency) Population (% 
Frequency) 
Response rate by 
subsector 
Hotels  170 (60.9%) 415 (57.2%) 41.0% 
Travel agencies 20 (7.2%) 37 (5.1%) 54.5% 
Restaurants 54 (19.4 %) 179 (24.7%) 30.2% 
Rural accommodations 35 (12.5%) 94 (13.0%) 37.2% 
TOTAL 279 725 38.5% 
 
Before sending the final questionnaire to the population, a pre-test was carried out with three 
managers in three tourism bodies, two managers in two hotels, one manager in a restaurant, and a quality 
consultant.  
In order to check the representativity of the sample, Student’s t test between early and late 
respondents shows that there are no significant differences between the variables considered in this work 





The study uses a seven-point scale for the following variables: 
 
• Heterogeneous adoption of quality standard. Two constructs are used (Table 2): daily 
practices (five items from Briscoe et al., 2005; Christmann & Taylor, 2006; Naveh & Marcus, 
2005; Tarí, Molina-Azorín, Pereira-Moliner, & López-Gamero, 2020) and continuous 
improvement (five items from Briscoe et al., 2005; Nair & Prajogo, 2009; Naveh & Marcus, 
2005; Tarí et al., 2020).  
• Customer results. This construct includes five items (Table 3) on the basis of studies on 
quality (Bou-Llusar et al., 2009; Curkovic, Melnyk, Calantone, & Handfield, 2000; Tarí, 
Molina, & Castejón, 2007) and tourism-specific studies (Deng, Yeh, & Sung, 2013). 
• Employee results. This construct includes six items (Table 3) on the basis of studies on quality 
(Curkovic et al., 2000; Bou-Llusar et al., 2009) and tourism-specific studies (Yeh, 2013).  
• Social results. This construct includes three items, on the basis of quality management studies 
and tourism-specific studies (Bou-Llusar et al., 2009; Kim, Lee, & Prideaux, 2014; Tarí et al., 
2007). 
• Organizational performance. Construct consisting of four items (Table 3) on the basis of the 
studies by Tarí et al. (2007) and Bou-Llusar et al. (2009).  
• Quality management practices. This construct includes eight items related to QM practices 
based on Pereira-Moliner, Claver-Cortés, Molina-Azorín, and Tarí (2012) (Table 4). 
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Table 2. Heterogeneous adoption of quality standards 
 
Daily practices  
• DP1. The documents created for certification are used in daily practice   
Factor 
0.833 
• DP2. The quality system becomes part of daily work routines 0.877 
• DP3. Quality audits are prepared at the last minute  
• DP4. All employees are trained in quality and quality standard requirements 
0.412 
0.753 
• DP5. Quality policy and procedures are updated 0.832 
Eigenvalue per factor 
% of variance explained  
Correlation matrix determinant 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index 











• CI1.The development of the quality system makes it possible to introduce new improvement practices  0.856 
• CI2. The quality standard has led the organization to discover improvement opportunities  0.881 
• CI3. Investing time and resources in the quality standard is a starting point towards the implementation of 
other more advanced practices  
0.876 
• CI4. Investing time and resources in the quality standard helps to reflect on the way work is done in the firm 
and improve our work  
0.897 
• CI5. Investing time and resources in the quality standard is seen as an opportunity to innovate in our 
organization 
0.921 
Eigenvalue per factor 
% of variance explained  
Correlation matrix determinant 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index 
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Table 3. Performance 
 
Customer results Factor 
• CR1. Increased customer satisfaction  0.898 
• CR2. Increased quality of service 0.806 
• CR3. Increased customer loyalty 0.921 
• CR4. Increased valuations in web 2.0 and social networks  0.831 
• CR5. Reduced customer complaints 0.855 
Eigenvalue per factor 
% of variance explained  
Correlation matrix determinant 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index 









Employee results  
• ER1. Increased employee satisfaction 0.897 
• ER2. Increased employee motivation 0.889 
• ER3. Increased employee productivity 0.897 
• ER4. Improving working conditions of employees 0.876 
• ER5. Reduced absenteeism of employees  0.826 
• ER6. Reduction of employee complaints 0.867 
Eigenvalue per factor 
% of variance explained  
Correlation matrix determinant 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index 









Social results  
• SR1. Increased environmental protection (reduction of resource consumption, pollution 
reduction) 
0.898 
• SR2. Improving the ethical behaviour of the organization 0.930 
• SR3. Increased levels of prevention of risks to health and safety (risk reduction accidents, etc.) 0.906 
Eigenvalue per factor 
% of variance explained  
Correlation matrix determinant 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index 











• OP1. Increased market share 0.935 
• OP2. Increased sales 0.943 
• OP3. Increased profitability 0.946 
• OP4. Cost reduction 0.816 
Eigenvalue per factor 
% of variance explained  
Correlation matrix determinant 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index 
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Table 4. Quality management practices 
 
Quality management Factor 
• QM1. Management is committed to quality  0.738 
• QM2. The current and future needs of the customers are known 0.732 
• QM3. The firm is working with suppliers to improve service 0.717 
• QM4. Employees receive training on total quality 0.765 
• QM5. Fostering the motivation of employees  
• QM6. All employees are involved in providing the service 
• QM7. Improvements in the process of provision of the service are identified 
• QM8. Control of compliance with the objectives and correcting deviations  
• QM9. Quality culture focused on continuous improvement 
Eigenvalue per factor 
% of variance explained  
Correlation matrix determinant 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index 















As these variables are perceptual, validity and reliability are checked (see Tables 2, 3, and 4). 
Content validity is ensured by means of an extensive literature review and the opinion of tourism 
managers. Construct validity is assessed by means of factor analysis. All the items making up the 
constructs converge into one single factor. Regarding criterion validity, the correlation between the 
environmental result and the variables measured in this study are significantly related (p=0.000). The 
environmental result was measured by means of seven items (Wagner, 2009). Finally, reliability is 






4.1 . Levels of quality standard adoption 
 
This section identifies levels of quality standard adoption using a two-step cluster analysis (Bacher, 
2000; Everitt, Landau, & Leese, 2001; Bencsik, Tóbiás Kosár, & Machová, 2018). The analysis identifies 
three groups according to the level of adoption of daily practices and continuous improvement (Table 
5). The solution shown by the cluster quality indicator is a good one, since a level of 0.6 is reached 
(Kaufman & Rousseeuw, 2005). Also, after applying a discriminant analysis where the independent 
variables are quality practices and continuous improvement and the clustering variable is the classification 
of each firm in its corresponding group, it is found that 91% of cases have been correctly classified by 
applying the cluster analysis in two stages. The remaining 9% is due to firms which did not respond to 
some of the items and, therefore, could not be classified.  
  
JOURNAL OF TOURISM AND SERVICES 




Table 5. Groups of tourist firms based on daily practices and continuous improvement 
 
 Group 1 
N=51 (19.58%) 
Group 2 
N= 118 (45.0%) 
Group 3 
N=93 (35.5%) 
F ANOVA Schefeé test 
Daily practices  
 
4.478 5.325 6.583 206.689*** 3>2>1*** 
• DP1  4.67 5.64 6.76 77.552*** 3>2>1*** 
• DP2 4.65 5.86 6.89 115.081*** 3>2>1*** 
• DP3 4.24 4.21 5.92 90.088*** 3>2***; 3>1*** 
• DP4 4.27 5.35 6.56 78.791*** 3>2>1*** 
• DP5 
 
4.57 5.57 6.77 111.493*** 3>2>1*** 
Continuous improvement 
 
3.604 5.442 6.529 331.981*** 3>2>1*** 
• CI1  4.14 5.67 6.65 182.393*** 3>2>1*** 
• CI2  3.84 5.63 6.53 138.782*** 3>2>1*** 
• CI3  3.04 5.04 6.34 193.349*** 3>2>1*** 
• CI4  3.67 5.50 6.59 169.584*** 3>2>1*** 
• CI5 3.33 5.37 6.54 216.797** 3>2>1*** 
      
Customer results 3.437 4.821 5.435 41.006*** 3>1***; 3>2** 
Employee results 2.888 4.182 5.194 57.430*** 3>2>1*** 
Social results 3.386 4.920 5.770 58.763*** 3>2>1*** 
Organizational 
performance 
2.537 3.878 4.819 46.139*** 3>2>1*** 
      
      
Quality management 
 
4.99 5.75 6.56 88.62*** 3>2>1*** 
• QM1 5.63 6.42 6.89 38.88*** 3>2>1*** 
• QM2 5.20 5.75 6.43 30.32*** 2>1**; 3>2 and 1*** 
• QM3 4.84 5.50 6.45 38.59*** 2>1**; 3>2 and1*** 
• QM4 4.68 5.50 6.53 55.03*** 3>2>1*** 
• QM5 4.71 5.38 6.40 41.44*** 2>1**; 3>2 and 1*** 
• QM6 5.10 5.59 6.49 21.72*** 2>1*; 3>2 and 1*** 
• QM7 4.72 5.70 6.54 69.61*** 3>2>1*** 
• QM8 4.80 5.92 6.58 63.32*** 3>2>1*** 
• QM9 5.24 5.98 6.81 56.87*** 3>2>1*** 
***p≤0.001; ** 0.001<p≤0.01; * 0.01<p≤0.05 
 
Table 5 shows the following three level of adoption of quality standard:  
Group 1 – Basic adoption: this group shows the lowest values in each and every variable analysed. 
A relevant point is that, when comparing the averages for the items in the different groups, this group 
shows the lowest averages in all the continuous improvement items, compared to daily practices. This is 
not the case in the other groups. This group has little developed continuous improvement practices, and 
daily practices somewhat about the average in a 7-point scale. Also, this group has clear differences with 
Group 3 regarding the item “Audits are prepared at the last minute”. These values indicate that the level 
of implementation of the quality standard is not a very advanced one, because these organizations prepare 
the audits at the last minute and do not have a high commitment to continuous improvement. This 
suggests that these organizations have integrated the requirements of the standard to some extent, but 
still have a token implementation of the standard. These organizations have the lowest results regarding 
customers, employees, society and organizational performance. 
Group 2 – Medium adoption: this group shows good levels of adoption in all the items. This 
group has a higher level of integration of the quality requirements in work routines than group 1, although 
it does not show significant differences with group 1 regarding the item “Audits are prepared at the last 
minute”. This indicates that, although the integration is greater than in the previous group, they still have 
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to progress in order to reach full adoption of the quality standard. These organizations have a greater 
level of adoption and better results than the previous group. 
Group 3 – Advanced adoption: this group includes the tourism firms which develop daily and 
continuous improvement practices in a more proactive way, which implies a wider adoption of the quality 
standard. This group includes organizations with a greater degree of integration of the quality standard 
in their work routines, with greater differences compared to the other two groups regarding quality 
practices and continuous improvement, and in the preparation of audits. These organizations do not 
prepare audits at the last minute, and show a real commitment to continuous improvement. These are 
the organizations which get the quality standard to form part of corporate management, and benefit from 
the standard to a greater extent, since they manage to advance in continuous improvement. All this 




4.2. Hypotheses testing 
 
The results in Table 5 shows that those organizations with a higher development of the standard 
have better customer, employee and social results, and better organizational performance, supporting 
hypothesis 1. This higher adoption could lead to a greater quality culture. This issue is also examined in 
Table 5. Table 5 shows that tourism organizations with a lower level of implementation of quality 
standard consider that quality is not a critical issue and develop quality management practices to a lower 
extent compared to other groups. Table 5 shows that the degree of development of QM practices in 
group 1 is significantly lower than in group 3. Thus, tourism organizations in group 3 with a greater 
development of the quality standard develop the QM practices to a wider extent, whereas those with a 
less advanced development of the standard have a weaker quality culture. Group 1 includes tourism 
organizations where the quality standards are not a relevant managerial variable. This group represents 
19.58% of the sample. Group 2 includes tourist firms with scores below the average. They represent 45% 
of the sample. Group 3 is formed by 93 tourist firms, that is, approximately 36% of the sample. The three 
groups show that the item with the highest score is “management is committed to quality” followed by 
“quality culture focused on continuous improvement”. On the other hand, the Schefee test indicates that 
all items in the Group 3 are significantly greater than the Group 2 and 1. 
Accordingly, when tourism organizations are more proactive with the quality standard 
requirements, they use more quality tools, there is a higher commitment to quality by top management, 
they consider quality as a strategic factor and use more data to improve processes. This means that they 
adopt QM practices in a more advanced way. To reinforce this idea, Table 6 shows regression analyses 
where QM is the dependent variable and daily practices and continuous improvement are independent 
variables. Table 6 shows that those tourism firms applying the requirements of the standard in their daily 
activities and advance towards continuous improvement are those firms most committed to QM 
practices. These results indicate that hypothesis 2 is clearly supported for hotels and restaurants and 
partially supported for travel agencies and country houses (see Table 6).  
 
  
JOURNAL OF TOURISM AND SERVICES 




Table 6. Regression analyses 
 




QM 0.484 0.379 0.595 267.193*** 
T 11.617*** 9.080***   
VIF 1.556 1.556   
95% confidence intervals (0.316;0.488) (0.216;0.359)   
Hotels 
QM 0.538 0.392 0.713 201.299*** 
T 9.737*** 7.095***   
VIF 1.717 1.717   
95% confidence intervals (0.416;0.625) (0.224;0.399)   
Travel agencies 
QM 0.649 0.198 0.871 12.993*** 
T 3.314** 1.009   
VIF 1.612 1.612   
95% confidence intervals (0.215;0.977) (-0.132;0.373)   
Restaurants 
QM 0.399 0.356 0.374 15.664*** 
T 3.241** 2.890**   
VIF 1.190 1.190   
95% confidence intervals (0.123;0.525) (0.065;0.364)   
Rural accommodations 
QM 0.108 0.613 0.400 9.321*** 
T 0.625 3.534**   
VIF 1.254 1.254   
95% confidence intervals (-0.124;0.231) (0.120;0.460)   
*** p≤0.001; ** 0.001<p≤0.01; * 0.01<p≤0.05 
 
In travel agencies, only daily practices have an impact on QM practices. This could be due to the 
fact that these organizations have a simpler development of the standard, actually develop daily practices 
to a lesser extent when compared mainly to hotels and restaurants. Such lower development, although it 
does allow them to advance in quality management, does not enable them to reach an advanced level, 
because their commitment to continuous improvement is lower than in other sectors. Another reason 
could be the frequent use of franchises as an operational form in Spanish travel agencies. This operational 
form standardizes daily practices, but may delegate continuous improvement practices upon franchisees.  
In rural accommodations, only continuous improvement makes it possible to advance in quality 
management. This may be due to the fact that in rural accommodations the purpose is to attain a quality 
standard differentiating them from hotels, by offering more personal services and experiences for 
tourists, and although the level of continuous improvement is lower than in hotels and restaurants, such 
continuous improvement (either through incremental or radical improvement) is what allows them to 
distinguish themselves.  
 
 
5. Discussion and conclusions 
 
The study identifies a taxonomy of quality standard adoptions and their relationship with QM 
practices and performance. First, regarding levels of adoption of quality standards, results show three 
levels of adoption and a lower degree of development of the continuous improvement dimension. This 
indicates an area for improvement mainly for Groups 1 and 2. The first group is made up of organizations 
with a significantly lower level of development of the quality standard than the other two groups. These 
are organizations that have started to integrate the quality requirements in their daily practices to some 
extent, but less than the other two groups, and where continuous improvement practices are little 
developed. These organizations have significantly lower results than the other two groups, and would be 
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similar to the “dissidents” group as described by Boiral (2003) and Boiral and Roy (2007). Group 2, 
although it has a higher degree of adoption, still has to make some progress for the quality requirements 
to be part of corporate management. Group 3 would consist of organizations which develop the standard 
requirements in an advanced way, showing high management commitment and a more advanced 
commitment to continuous improvement. This allows them to obtain better results than the other two 
groups, which could include them within the “enthusiasts” group as described by Boiral (2003) and Boiral 
and Roy (2007). These organizations integrate the quality requirements in their operations, do not prepare 
the audits at the last minute and believe in the continuous improvement philosophy.  
This study supports Boiral (2003) and Boiral and Roy (2007) and expands their results to the case 
of a different quality standard (tourism quality) and another context (the tourist sector). The result also 
supports previous studies that indicate that, the greater the development of the requirements, the more 
likely the organization is to improve its results (Ataseven et al., 2014; Naveh & Marcus, 2005). These 
positive effects may be reflected in employee, society, and customer results, and in organizational 
performance. The results also expand previous studies that emphasize the operational and business 
benefits (Nair & Prajogo, 2009; Naveh & Marcus, 2005) by indicating that there are significant differences 
concerning customer, employee and society results.  
Second, the results also indicate that different levels of adoption of quality standards are 
associated to different levels of development of quality practices. Although a quality culture facilitates the 
implementation of a quality standard, the reverse association is also possible, that is, a greater level of 
adoption of a quality standard leads to a higher development of QM practices when the adoption is a 
wider one. As a consequence, a higher level of adoption leads to QM and therefore a higher level of 
adoption of a quality standard is a driver of QM practices. In this respect, the most important aspects in 
the development of QM practices are the following (see Table 2): 
 
• The quality system is part of the work routines and audits are not prepared at the last minute.  
• Time and resources are invested in reflecting on how the firm works and how it can improve 
the way it works and introduce innovations.  
 
 
5.1. Managerial implications 
 
Firstly, managers must understand that the quality standard by itself does not lead to really have 
a QM system. It may be only the beginning and help towards completing that path. If the organization 
adopts the standard but top management commitment is not a high one, the audits are prepared at the 
last minute and there are no continuous improvement activities (or they are very few), the organization 
may obtain and maintain a quality certificate, but it will integrate the quality standard requirements in a 
token way, and therefore it will not fully benefit from the quality standard. In this respect, managers can 
use items used for daily practices and continuous improvement variables as a way to carry out an initial 
self-assessment in order to detect strengths and weaknesses, and on such basis develop actions in order 
to increase their degree of commitment to the quality standard requirements. All this will allow them to 
improve customer, employee and society results and organizational performance. Thus, the most 
important aspects for them are integrating the quality standard within work routines, not preparing the 
audits at the end, investing time and resources in improving work and introducing innovations. These 
aspects will help hotel and restaurant managers to develop a greater commitment to quality and to 
develop quality practices to a greater extent. For travel agency managers, it is more important to focus 
on daily practices in order to progressively develop a quality culture. In other words, travel agency 
managers must achieve an integration of the requirements of quality standard in their daily activities and 
use audits to identify improvements. This will allow them to develop continuous improvement to a 
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greater extent. In the case of rural accommodations managers, it is more important to focus their 
strategies on continuous improvement initiatives to increase their level of QM.  
 
 
5.2. Limitations and future research 
 
A limitation in the present work is that it has analysed the answers of quality managers in various 
tourism organizations. Also, the sample of rural accommodations and travel agencies is a reduced one. 
As future lines of research, firstly, we could suggest carrying out qualitative studies using interviews with 
different managers and employees as a way of obtaining different perceptions regarding the standard. 
Also, given the importance of the organization’s staff for the adoption of a quality standard, another 
interesting line of research would be examining the different roles, characteristics and relationships 
among employees, which could lead to different degrees of commitment to the quality standard. 
Secondly, it may be relevant to analyse the relationships examined in the present work distinguishing 
between certified firms and firms not possessing such certification, including, for instance, other types 
of services. It may also be interesting to carry out this study with a larger sample, mainly consisting of 
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